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GROUP INSURANCE CASES 


Termination of Employment.—Termination of her husband’s 


employment barred plaintiff’s recovery for his death under 
a group policy even though no notice of cancellation of 
insurance was given and even though the thirty-one days 
during which her husband could apply for insurance had 
not expired before his death (Szymanski v. John Hancock 
Mutual Life Ins. Co., Mich. Supreme Ct., J 503,188). 


Deductions from Pay.—When the beneficiary under a group 
policy issued to her employer quit her employment, her 
protection under the policy ceased, the court a to 


rule that the deductions for insurance from her final 
checks extended coverage beyond the date of the termina- 
tion of her employment (Ardery, Admr., et al. v. Union 
Underwear Co., Inc., et al., Ky. Ct. of App., J 503,190). 


Eligibility for Group Insurance.—Plaintiff failed to prove 


that her husband, before his death, had completed one 
month of continuous active service with his employer 
and, therefore, he was not eligible for protection under 
a group policy issued to his employer (Garber v. Chrysler 
Corp. et al., Ohio Ct. of App., 503,192). 


Total and Permanent Disability—There was material evi- 


dence which should have been submitted to the jury on 
the issue of total and permanent disability of plaintiff 
before the termination of his employment, and a verdict 
should not have been directed in favor of the insurer who 
issued a group policy to his employer (Tibbs v. The Equi- 
table Life Assur. Society of U. S., Tenn. Supreme Ct., 
{ 503,195). 


Change of Beneficiary.— Upholding the employer’s endorse- 


ment of the change of beneficiary on an employee’s cer- 
tificate issued under a group policy and finding no mental 
incapacity on the part of the insured and no undue in- 
fluence on the insured by the beneficiary, the court 
approved the change (Thompson v. Metropolitan Life Ins. 
Co. et al., Il. App. Ct., J 503,197). 
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% NEGLIGENCE * 
(Other than Automobile) 


Animals.—The court affirmed a judgment for plaintiff who was 


injured when her dog was attacked by another dog, but 
amended it to include damages for the first as well as the 
second attack on the ground that defendant, knowing the 
vicious propensity of his pet to attack other dogs, should 
have anticipated that owners of attacked dogs might be 
bitten (Hartman v. Aschaffenburg, La. Ct. of App., J 403,888). 
Destruction of Turkeys by Dogs.—An order granting a new 
trial was affirmed in an action to recover for the loss of a num- 
ber of tom and hen turkeys which were destroyed and muti- 
lated by defendant’s dogs, since the jury awarded plaintiff 
damages for six tom turkeys and the proof showed the loss 
of only four (Lyons v. Browning, Ore. Supreme Ct., ff 403,876). 
Cattle Eating Poisoned Weeds.—Even though under the 
terms of the lease plaintiff’s cattle were forbidden to graze 
on a certain portion of ranch land which defendant had 
leased to plaintiff, defendant was answerable for the death of 
the animals where she deliberately sprayed the weeds with 
poison and failed to notify plaintiffs that their animals were 
in peril (White et al. v. Splawn, Wash. Supreme Ct., | 403,873). 


Bailments.— Where plaintiff's airplane was destroyed by a wind- 


storm while in the possession of defendant as a bailee, and 
where the evidence showed that defendant failed to place 
the plane in a hangar notwithstanding weather reports, the 
court ruled that the evidence of negligence supported a ver- 
dict for plaintiff and that the burden of proving due care 
was on defendant, even though the bailor alleged specific acts 
of negligence (Zanker v. Cedar Flying Service, Inc., Minn. 
Supreme Ct., 403,878). 


Public Utilities—Where state workmen, employed to trim 


trees, were electrocuted by coming in contact with a high 
tension wire strung on poles along the highway, it was error 
to instruct the jury that plaintiff must establish that de- 
ceased was free from negligence or that the grabbing of the 
wire was not: accidental, since under the law the burden of 
roving contributory negligence was on defendant (Higgins v. 
he Connecticut Light & Power Co., Conn. Supreme Ct. of 
Err., § 403,887). Gas Explosion.—Where a county employee 
working on relocation of gas piping was injured in a gas 
explosion which occurred in a vault where defendant gas 
company was also installing gas piping, it was error to apply 
the doctrine of res ipsa loquitur, since the source of the gas 
leakage was never discovered, since the gas company had 
exclusive control of only a portion of the pipes and since 
the gas could have escaped from county owned pipes as 
well as those owned by the gas company (Gerhart v. South- 
ern California Gas Co., Calif. Dist. Ct. of App., J 403,872). 


Right to Indemnity—Where defendant lessee, on being sued 


for the death of plaintiff’s intestate who fell down an elevator 
shaft, brought a cross-complaint against the manufacturer 
of elevator parts attempting to recover over, the court ruled 
that a good cause of action was stated and that a jury ques- 
tion was presented as to whether the parties were joint or 
several tortfeasors (Tomko, Admx. v. City Bank Farmers 
Trust Co., U. S. Dist. Ct., E. Dist. of N. Y., 403,884). 


Owner’s Liability—There was no actionable negligence on the 


part of the owner of an indoor riding arena when a cus- 
tomer’s horse slipped on an icy patch on the natural ground 
surface, since there was no showing that the owner had 
actual knowledge of the condition and since both were 
equally cognizant of the temperature (Hunt v. Outland, d. b. a. 
Outland Riding Stables, Mich. Supreme Ct., J 403,883). Col- 
lapse of Gangplank.—A private ferry boat company operat- 
ing across a river was answerable for injuries sustained by 
passengers who were thrown into the water when a gang- 
plank collapsed as they were descending from the pier to 
the boat, since it had sufficient control of the pier and gang- 
plank to create an obligation to provide a safe place for 
ingress and egress (Cicero et al. v. Nelson Transportation Co., 
Inc.; Fenty et al. v. Same, N. J. Supreme Ct., 7 403,885). 
Fall on Icy Sidewalk.—Where plaintiff's intestate fell on an 
icy sidewalk in front of defendant’s premises, the appeal 
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court affirmed a judgment for defendant, which set aside a 
verdict for plaintiff, on the ground that the preponderance 
of the evidence did not establish the fall as the cause of 
death (Horowits, Admr., v. Bandler, N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. 
Div., 403,879). 


Malpractice.—In an action for malpractice the court did not 


err in refusing to allow plaintiff's expert witness to answer 
a hypothetical question concerning a blood test for syphilis 
where the only foundation laid was a routine drawing of 
blood when plaintiff entered a hospital for an appendectomy 
two years previously (Mapes v. Berkowitz et al., Mich. Su- 
preme Ct., J 403,886). 


Landlord and Tenant.—In an action by a tenant to recover for 


injuries sustained from a fall on snow covered steps, where 
there was conflicting evidence as to the length of time the 
snow had remained on the stairway, the jury was justified 
in concluding from the official weather report that snow had 
been there long enough to give constructive notice to de- 
fendant landlord’s manager (Ingalls v. Isensee, Ore. Supreme 
Ct., 1 403,875). Admissibility of Signed Statement.—In an 
action against a landlord to recover for injuries sustained 
by a tenant from a fall on a slippery sidewalk over which 
a defective canopy had been erected, it was reversible error 
to refuse to admit in evidence a signed statement by plain- 
tiff's medical witness, which, if written entirely by him, 
would have affected his credibility (Alm et vir v. Reinhardt, 
N. J. Ct. of Err. & App., 7 403,880). Failure to Repair 
Sprinkler System.—In an action by plaintiff tenant to recover 
for the destruction by fire of personal property stored in de- 
fendant landlord’s building, the violation of an ordinance 
requiring owners to report the disconnection of a sprinkler 
system to the fire department within twenty-four hours was 
not evidence of negligence as between the landlord and 
tenant (Greenway Wood Heel Co., Inc., v. John Shea Co., 
Mass. Supreme Jud. Ct., J 403,881). 


Railroad’s Liability—A suit against the railroad was properly 


dismissed where a passenger fell on a banana peel lying 
in a passageway to the train platform, since the evidence 
showed that the train had just been thoroughly cleaned and 
that defendant’s employee could not have known of its 
presence (Sewell v. Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Ry. Co., La. 
Ct. of App., J 403,882). Body Found Near Train Track.— 
Where the body of a man, unmutilated except for a hole in 
his head, was found near defendant’s train track, and no one 
saw him walking or lying on the tracks, the testimony of 
trainmen that a lookout was kept may not be disregarded 
and a judgment for plaintiff was reversed, the court declar- 
ing that there was no case for the jury (Missouri Pacific 

. R. Co., ete., v. McAllister, Admx., Ark. Supreme Ct., 
{] 403,877). 


Sale of Moldy Chicken Feed.—Although there is no implied 


warranty in the sale of food for animals, the jury was 
justified in finding that defendant retail storekeeper was 
negligent in selling damp, moldy chicken feed to plaintiff 
customer whose chickens died as a result of eating the food, 
since it is common knowledge that food stored in a damp 
place becomes moldy and unfit for consumption (Kroger 
Grocery & Baking Co. v. Woods, Ark, Supreme Ct., 403,874). 


* LIFE x 


Whole and Continuous Disability—In an action for disability 


benefits, the court ruled that plaintiff was “wholly and con- 
tinuously” disabled and suffered a “total loss of time” from 
the after effects of a brain injury sustained in an automobile 
accident (Besh v. Mutual Benefit Health & Accident Ass, 
Mich. Supreme Ct., 503,189). 


Reserve on Policy.—Since, under the applicable statute, it was 


not necessary that there be a reserve before the payment ol 
premiums for five years or that any reserve provided within 
that time be applied in any particular way upon lapse, the 
policy provisions for paid up insurance upon failure to 
demand extended insurance were controlling (Jacobs v. 
Lowisiana Industrial Life Ins. Co., Inc., La. Ct. of APP» 


{] 503,194). 
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Extended Insurance.—The beneficiary of a life insurance policy 
failed to prove that the premium, relied upon to extend the 
coverage to the date of the insured’s death, had been paid, 
and no ‘recovery on the policy was allowed (Shepart v. Unity 
Industrial Life Ins. Co., Pa. Ct. of App., J 503,186). 


Settlement.—Requesting certification of the case to the Supreme 
Court, a judge was of the opinion that the majority of the 
court failed to follow controlling decisions in permitting 
plaintiff to recover the balance due on an accident policy 
for want of consideration for the settlement made (Foster v. 
Aetna Life Ins. Co. of Hartford, Conn., St. Louis Ct. of App., 
Mo., ff 503,185). 


Insanity—Waiver of Premiums.—Since plaintiff failed to prove 
that the insured was so mentally incompetent when he paid 
premiums as to require a waiver of premiums under the 
policy, said premium payments could not be applied to 
interest due on a loan under the policy which was cancelled 
for nonpayment of interest (The Guardian Life Ins. Co. v. 
Waters, Ark. Supreme Ct., 503,198). Proof of Disability.— 
There was persuasive authority in Missouri that insanity 
during the life of a policy would excuse failure to give proof 
of disability, but the trial court erred in instructions relating 
to the degree of insanity which would operate as such excuse 
and the judgment in favor of the insurer could not be upheld 
(Magill, Conservator v. The Travelers Ins. Co., U. S. C. C. A,, 
8th C., J 503,187). 


Failure to Disclose Medical Treatment.—Under a clause render- 
ing a policy voidable for failure to disclose medical treat- 
ment, not shown to be trivial, unless endorsed on the policy, 
an insurer escaped liability for the death of the insured 
(Galonka v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., N. J. Supreme Ct., 
{ 503,196). 


Misstatement of Age.—The insurer convinced the court that 
the insured misstated his age as 42 at the time he obtained 
insurance when he was in fact 74 years of age, and the court 
limited the insurer’s liability to the amount of premiums paid 
roves? Funeral Service, Inc., et al. v. Peoples Industrial 

ife Ins. Co., Inc., La. Ct. of App., J 503,193). 


Reinstatement of Policy.—In Arkansas mailing of an overdue 
premium with application for reinstatement did not reinstate 
the policy as of that time and the insured’s fatal injury on 
the date of mailing was not covered by the policy (Taylor v. 
aan Benefit Health & Accident Assn., U.S. C. C. A., 8th C., 

503,191). 


% AUTOMOBILE % 


Insurance Questions.—An automobile salesman, who had been 
given special permission to use a house car of the sales 
agency for a personal mission out of town, was covered for 
liability incurred in an accident on the trip by the “drive other 
cars” clauses in a policy covering a car owned by the salesman 
and in a policy covering a car owned by his wife and mother- 
in-law, since the car in question was not “furnished for regular 
use of the named insured” and the use of the car did not 
arise out of the operation of the sales agency (Pacific Auto- 
mobile Ins. Co. v. Lewis et al., Calif. Dist. Ct. of App., 
{ 707,203). Insurer’s Liability—Plaintiff, a pedestrian in- 
jured by a taxicab of the Drivers-Owners Association, after 
a judgment was obtained in the Arkansas court against 
the taxi company, a freight trucking company and the three 
individuals, who operated and controlled the two companies 
from one office, failed to recover from the insurer of the 
freight trucking company, since the statutory policy in 
question expressly excluded liability to passengers, the license 
issued authorized only the common carriage of freight and 
the second policy was limited to four described trucks (The 
Travelers Ins. Co. v. Caldwell, U.S. C. C. A., 8th C., § 707,211). 
nsurance Connections.—The mere fact that plaintiff testi- 
fied during the course of the trial that defendants were 
insured did not constitute reversible error, since there was 
no improper use made of the fact by counsel for the purpose 
of influencing the jury (White v. Makela et al., Mich. Su- 
Preme Ct., f] 707,215). 


County’s Liability —Plaintiff failed to recover for the death of her 


minor decedent, which was caused when the driver of the car in 
which she was a passenger lost control and the car struck a 
tree on the shoulder of the road, since the county’s liability 
for the safe condition of the highway is limited to the trav- 
eled portion excluding the shoulders (Goodrich, Admx., v. 
County of Kalamazoo, Mich. Supreme Ct., § 707,214). 


Damages.—Rejecting plaintiff's claims of impairment of the 
use of his right arm and financial loss during convales- 
cence, the court confined his damages to pain, shock and 
suffering and limited his recovery to $600.00 and his doctor 
bill of $50.00 (Buckalew v. Brockner, La. Ct. of App., 707,202). 
Sufficiency of Pleadings.—If charges made by physicians, 
specialists and nurses are sought to be recovered as special 
damages, a defendant is entitled to be told who they are 
and where they may be found; he is also entitled to know 
the place of employment of a school teacher so that the 
reasonableness of a charge for loss of wages may be investi- 
gated (Hollenbacher v. Bryant, Del. Superior Ct., | 707,226). 


Four Vehicles Involved.—The driver of the first of three cars 
in a line was held answerable for damages sustained by an 
approaching motorist in a collision which occurred when she 
decreased her speed and the car behind crossed the road and 
was struck by the “a vehicle and the following 
vehicle (IV att v. Combs; Watt v. Mrs. Combs, Ala. Supreme 
Ct., 7 707,195, 707,196). 


Employer-Employee Relationship.—Since the driver of the 
truck with which plaintiff collided was an independent con- 
tractor who had a hauling contract with defendant and he 
was not an employee, plaintiff failed to recover for personal 
injuries sustained (Rice v. Sheppard, Ark. Supreme Ct., 
{| 707,204). Scope of Employment.—Plaintiff failed to re- 
cover for personal injuries sustained from defendant em- 
ployer when she was struck by a truck operated by the 
employee, since, at the time of the accident, the employee 
was deviating from the scope of his employment by going 
to see his friend, although the route taken might have 
been permissible had it not been selected for the purpose 
of carrying out a personal mission (Jeffries v. Jodawelky 
et al., Mich. Supreme Ct., J 707,213). 


Intersection Collisions.—Plaintiff failed to recover for personal 
injuries and property damage sustained in an intersection 
collision with defendant’s truck, since he failed to obey the 
statutory duty imposed on him to look out on approaching 
an intersection and to yield the right of way to the driver 
on the right and proceeded across the intersection with- 
out regard to the maintenance of a reasonable margin of 
safety for his own protection (Billingsley v. Rovig-Temple 
Co. et al., Wash. Supreme Ct., J 707,206). Left Turn.—Since 
the jury could have believed that plaintiff’s car was not in 
sight when defendant turned left at an intersection and that, 
therefore, his failure to signal was immaterial, the court 
erred in ruling as a matter of law that he was guilty of 
negligence (Avalon v. Byman et al., Minn. Supreme Ct., 
707,218). Bicyclist Injured—A verdict in favor of an 
injured bicyclist was held to be against the weight of the 
evidence which indicated that, head down, he entered the 
intersection on the left side of the road and collided with 
a car which had crossed more than half of the intersection 
(O’Mahony v. The Western Union Telegraph Co., U. S. Dist. 
Ct., W. D., Pa., 707,220). Stop Sign Ignored.—A driver 
and his passenger recovered for injuries sustained when, as 
they were traveling on a through street, their car was struck 
at an intersection by an automobile driven by defendant who 
ignored the stop sign at the intersection (McCrea, Jr. v. Non- 
weiler v. McCrea, U. S. Dist. Ct., W. D., Pa., { 707,223). Negli- 
gence of Parties—A new trial was denied plaintiff after a 
verdict exonerating defendant from liability for a collision 
with the car in which plaintiff was riding, because the court 
was unable to say as a matter of law that defendant was 
negligent and plaintiff was free of contributory negligence 
(Adam et vir v. Vacquier v. Jansson, U. S. Dist. Ct., W. D., 
Pa., J 707,227). 


Minors.—A minor, given permission to use a car and present 
in the car at the time of an accident, may be held liable for 
the negligence of the driver whom she has appointed upon 
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AUTOMOBILE—Continued 


the doctrine of imputed negligence (Woodson v. Hare et al., 
Ala. Supreme Ct., 707,197). Crossing Highway.—Plaintiff 
failed to recover for the death of his eleven year old daugh- 
ter who was killed by defendant’s car when she ran out 
from behind a parked car into the path of his car, since the 
collision was not caused by the negligence of defendants, 
who, confronted with unexpected peril, swerved to the right 
in an attempt to avoid the accident, but by the negligence of 
decedent in running across the highway without looking in 
both directions first (Gauthier v. Foote et al., La. Ct. of App., 
{ 707,207). 


Municipalities’ Liability—The city’s contention that, since the 


court found that the injured motorist was not himself exer- 
cising reasonable care, the city owed him no duty in the 
maintenance of its streets was rejected (City of Meridian v. 
King, Miss. Supreme Ct., 707,191). Colliding with Un- 
lighted Pylon.—Plaintiff failed to recover from city officials 
for personal injuries sustained when the car in which she 
was riding collided with an unlighted pylon, since by statute 
the control of the police department, whose duty it was to 
turn the lights on, was in the hands of the state, not the 
city, which had no notice that the lights were not on (Green 
v. Mayor and City Council of Baltimore City, Md. Ct. of App., 
707,205). Unlighted Parking Sign.—Plaintiff failed to re- 
cover for personal injuries sustained when the driver of the 
car in which she was a passenger struck an unlighted park- 
ing sign in the middle of an intersection on a rainy night, 
since the sign was clearly visible because of the street lights 
and the lights from two gas stations (Brickhouse v. Town of 
Columbia, N. C. Supreme Ct., J 707,224). 


Opposing Traffic Collisions.—Plaintiff failed to recover for per- 


sonal injuries and property damage sustained when his truck 
collided with one defendant’s truck, which was straddling 
the center line of the highway while passing the second 
defendant’s truck, since plaintiff had seen the passing signal 
given between the intervals when he was blinded by the 
lights of the approaching cars (Ercanbrack v. Ellison et al., 
Utah Supreme Ct., § 707,193). Sideswiping—The jury’s 
conclusion in a sideswiping case that plaintiff's husband was 
not negligent when he drove on the wrong side of the road 
at an excessive rate of speed was against the weight of the 
evidence (The Phenix Dairy v. White, Tex. Ct. of Civ. App., 
{ 707,199). Defective Condition of Truck.—Plaintiff recov- 
ered for personal injuries sustained when defendants’ truck, 
on meeting plaintiff's approaching car, was unable to turn 
out to the right because of the breakdown of defective or 
loose underpinnings of the truck which rendered it un- 
manageable (Railway Express Agency, Inc., et al. v. Stand- 
ridge, Ga. Ct. of App., J 707,209). 


Parked Vehicles.—A judge, dissenting from the affirmance of the 


dismissal of an action, was of the opinion that the question 
of defendant’s negligence in parking its truck on the bridge, 
notwithstanding signs prohibiting such parking, should have 
been submitted to the jury (Nesbeda, Admzx., et al. v. The 
Port of New York Authority, N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., 
§ 707,221). Parked Truck on Highway.—Plaintiff failed to 
recover for the death of her decedent who was killed in a 
collision with defendant’s parked truck which was enveloped 
in a fog bank, since the deceased was guilty of contributory 
negligence as a matter of law in failing to have the car under 
such control as would enable him to stop within the assured 
clear distance ahead (Waterstradt, Admx. v. Lanyon Dock 
Co. et al., Mich. Supreme Ct., § 707,217). 


Pedestrians Injured.—A mailman recovered for personal in- 


juries sustained when he was struck by defendant’s car as 
he diagonally crossed the street in the middle of the block 
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when defendant was driving on the wrong side of the street 
Cordi v. Garcia et al., Calif. Dist. Ct. of App., 707,201). 

im and Tire Leaving Truck.—A pedestrian recovered for 
personal injuries sustained when a rim and tire became de- 
tached from defendants’ truck and rolled 150 to 400 feet 
striking him in the back, since defendants were negligent in 
permitting the truck to be operated when they knew or 
should have known that it was in an unsafe condition (Motor 
Terminal & Transportation Co., Inc. v. Millican, Ala. Supreme 
Ct., 707,208). Wilful and Wanton Misconduct.—On a 
wilful and wanton count plaintiff recovered a judgment for 
personal injuries sustained when he was struck by defend- 
ant’s car, proceeding in the same direction, as he was walk- 
ing along a street, since the day was clear and there was 
nothing to obstruct defendant’s view (Moore v. Young, Ill, 
App. Ct., | 707,222). 


Railroad Crossing Collisions.—Even though it be assumed that 


the crossing gates were not lowered and the crossing bell 
was not rung by the watchman, the motorist’s contributory 
negligence barred recovery for his death when his car was 
struck by a locomotive (Humbert, Admr. v. Lowden et al., 
Trustees, The Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Ry. Co., Ill. App. 
Ct., § 707,192). Due Care.—Plaintiff, in passing three slow- 
ing vehicles and rushing onto the crossing without slacken- 
ing speed, was displaying so little care for his own safety 
as to render himself solely responsible for the consequences of 
the railroad crossing collision (Loftin et al., Trustees, Florida 
East Coast Ry. v. McGregor, Fla. Supreme Ct., {[ 707,194). 
Speed of Train.—The rule of law which requires an auto- 
mobile to be driven at such a rate of speed as to be stopped 
within the range of the operator’s vision does not apply 
to gpommaen of a train on a railroad (The Homeland Ins. Co. 
v. Thompson, Trustee, Missouri Pacific R. R. Co., La. Ct. of 
App., 7 707,200). Motor Train and Speeding Car.—Plaintiff 
recovered for tha death of his decedent in a Tennessee 
crossing collision between defendant’s motor train and the 
speeding automobile in which decedent was a passenger, 
since defendants failed to keep a proper lookout and failed 
to give the required statutory signals (Kurn et al., Trustees, 
St. Lowis-San Francisco Ry. Co. v. Smith, U. S.C. C. A, 
6th C., J 707,210). 


Rear-End Collisions.—Since an instruction given assumed that 


the entrance to a park was not a highway and that plaintiff 
was not overtaking and passing defendants’ car when there 
was a rear-end collision between plaintiff's motorcycle and 
defendants’ car, which was making a left turn into the park 
entrance, a new trial was granted (Buttermore v. Faleris 
et al., Mich. Supreme Ct., 7 707,212). Three Vehicles.—A 
minor recovered $25,000.00 for the loss of his leg when 
following one defendant’s truck around the other defend- 
ant’s parked truck the forward truck stopped suddenly and 
the truck, which had been parked, rammed the minor's car 
into the first truck causing it to break through a guard rail 
and turn over (Swift, etc. et al. v. Hoffer et al., U. S. Dist. 
Ct., W. D., Pa., 707,219). Concurrent Negligence.—Since 
the trial court failed to submit a charge of concurrent negli- 
gence, plaintiff was granted a new trial in her action to 
recover for the death of her decedent when the car in which 
he was a guest collided with the rear end of defendant's 
truck which was stopped on the highway after a mule had 
been struck and killed (Sample, Admx. v. Spencer, N. C. 
Supreme Ct., § 707,225). 


Trolley Bus Passenger Injured.—Plaintiff failed to recover for 
personal injuries sustained when a sudden stop of the bus to 
receive another passenger threw her down in the aisle as she 
was walking towards the back of the bus, since defendant 
was not guilty of actionable negligence (Sherman v. Flint 
Trolley Coach, Inc., Mich. Supreme Ct., § 707,216). 
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